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XIII . — On the Classification of the Annelides. 

By A. de Quatrefages. 

[Concluded from p. 24.] 

The appeal which I addressed to my brother naturalists when 
I published in the ‘Comptes llendus* the tables here reproduced, 
has brought me, from M. Claparede, some written observations, 
accompanied by his ‘ Glanures Zootomiques * and an article pub- 
lished in the ‘ Bibliotlieque Universelle de Geneve/ I received 
these important documents at the very moment when I was cor- 
recting the proofs of the present notice. Pressed for time and 
by imperative occupations, I have been unable to devote myself 
to the studies which would have been required to enable me to 
appreciate all their value, and to introduce into the present pub- 
lication the modifications to which they will perhaps give rise. 
The ‘Glanures Zootomiques* in particular contain a great number 
of new facts of which I must take careful account, and in my 
book I shall certainly give this important work the place which 
of right belongs to it. The article from the * Bibliotheque Uni- 
verselle* is especially a work of criticism. The author has 
rapidly appreciated my general ideas, as also the application 
which I have made of them, and has added some remarks on a 
certain number of special points. It is to this that I would here 
reply in a few words. 

I am sorry to see that on many points I am but little in 
accord with M. Claparede. Perhaps these differences of opinion 
may be due in part, as he himself indicates, to the fact that the 
tables isolated from the text, of which they are a summary, may 
lead to mistakes, and in any case show no trace of the reasons 
which have led me to certain conclusions. But still there are 
some questions as to which no doubt can remain, and with re- 
spect to which I cannot, to my great regret, adopt the views of 
my learned confrere, although he is far from always standing 
alone in his opinions, and I find side by side with him men who 
have deservedly the highest authority in zoology. 

Such is the question of the union in a single class of the 
Annelides with the Lumbrici and allied groups ( Oligochceta , 
Erythremes , Quatr.) and the Bdellea ( Hirudinea ). “ The Oli- 

goebseta,** says M. Claparede, “are certainly true Annelides.** 
And further on he adds, “The Oligochseta, apart from their 
monoecious character, are Annelides in every respect.** I must 
declare that I cannot subscribe to these propositions ; and the 
more I have reflected upon this question, the more difficult has 
it seemed to me to maintain this union. 

Let uS first of all say a word about the monoeciousness to 
which M. Claparede attaches no value. What I have previously 
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said of reciprocal terms will perhaps some day explain some of 
the facts upon which the Genevese philosopher depends for the 
support of his opinion. Perhaps, also, in other groups than 
those with which we have to do here, we must definitively 
admit that the union or separation of the sexes has really no 
great importance with regard to affinities. 

But the value of characters is very far from being constantly 
the same in the animal series, as I have already remarked ; and in 
this case the monoecious or dioecious character appears to me to 
be in relation to so many other facts, that it seems impossible 
not to give it great weight. We do not yet, I believe, know any 
Erythrccmatous worm with the sexes separate ; and only three 
exceptions to the dioeciousness of the Annelides have been indi- 
cated*: these three exceptions have been observed in groups 
which are still very imperfectly known, and which every consi- 
deration leads me to regard as exceptional in many other re- 
spects. In a group with so variable a type as that of the Anne- 
lides, to find variations even in the characters of the class is far 
less extraordinary than elsewhere. But none the less does this 
faet appear to me more important than that presented by the 
species of Phoronis ( Crepina , Van Ben.). These, which M. 
Claparede regards as further removed from the Annelides than 
the Erythrsemata in general, are, in my eyes, evidently only 
Sabellea — very degraded , no doubt, but in which the general 
type of the Annelides is recognized at the first glance ) and this 
M. Van Beneden has not failed to perceive. 

The diseovery of the segmental organ (Williams) in the Anne- 
lides has certainly established an additional relation between 
them and the Erythraemata. But I do not know how far the 
presence of this organ is constant in the former of the two classes. 
Ehlers and Claparede have found it in Syllis ; but their descrip- 
tions, always very succinct and often not very complete, and their 
figures, which leave scarcely less to be desired, although adding 
to what the English savant has taught us on this subject, still 
leave room, it seems to me, for well-grounded doubts. In any 
case it appears from them that this apparatus in the Annelides 
has neither the development nor the constancy which it presents 
in the Erythrsemata. 

On the other hand, no Annelide possesses a typhlosolis ; and 
although I found upon the anterior vascular trunks of certain 
Arcnicolce (and in the Arenicolce alone) something resembling 
the chloragogena, I was at the same time able to prove that in 
this case there was only a similitude of aspect. 

* In the introduction to my book I have only mentioned the fact disco- 
vered by Huxley. The observations of Pagensteehcr had escaped me, and 
M. Claparede had not yet discovered his Ampliiylene. 
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Again, as far as I know, we never find in an Erythrsematous 
worm the foot, which is so characteristic of the Annelides. Their 
setae indeed resemble those of certain Sedeutaria ; they are 
set in motion by an analogous mechanism, and they are deve- 
loped nearly in the same way. But here the resemblance ends. 
The foot, as a well-marked and distinct organ , never makes its 
appearance. 

No Erythrsematous worm has ever presented true branchiae 
comparable, even distantly, with those presented by so many 
Annelides. 

If we compare the nervous system of the Lnmhrici with that 
of the Annelides, selecting species in which it is at once most 
developed and best known, we ascertain considerable typical 
differences in the stomatogastric portion of these apparatus. As 
to the ventral chain, it eannot but present much similarity in 
Annulosa whieh continue faithful to the general type. 

To tell the truth, I can only find the vascular apparatus whieh 
can be seriously adduced in support of the proposed approxima- 
tion, although, indeed, there must be some resemblances between 
the two groups, as otherwise no one would have dreamed of 
confounding them. 

Thus we have genuine resemblances upon some points and 
profound differences upon others ; and this, in sum, is what is 
presented by the Annelides and the Erythrmmata when wc take 
as terms of comparison their highest and most perfect represen- 
tatives. This apparent contradiction seems to me to be a 
general and decisive argument in favour of my opinion, which 
may be summed as follows : — the differences between the two 
groups depend on a want of real affinities ; the resemblances 
spring from analogies', the class of Erythrsemata and that of An- 
nelida are the corresponding terms or analogues of each other in 
two distinct series. 

That these two groups approach still more elosely by some 
inferior derivative types , by some degraded species , I am far from 
denying. But do we not observe this even among the Verte- 
brata ? 

So much for the Ery thrsemata. But M. Claparede goes further, 
and would have the Hirudinea also plaeed in the class of Anne- 
lides. He is not the only person, as is well known, who holds 
this opinion. But in this case my opinion seems to me to be 
still more easy to defend. I shall only remind the reader that the 
resemblances existing between the Annelides and the Erythrae- 
mata, as regards the vascular and nervous apparatus, disappear 
when we come to the Leeches. Nothing in the Annelides answers 
to the great lateral trunks of the latter ; and the stomatogastric 
nervous system of the Leeches resembles that of the Insects rather 
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than that of the other Vermes. Apart from the question of 
monoeciousness or dioeciousness, the Hirudinea must, in any case, 
it appears to me, form a distinct class. 

I have discussed in haste, but at some length, this portion of 
M. Claparede's article, because it relates to a general question. 
I shall be very brief upon some points of detail, to which, how- 
ever, I think it necessary to reply. Being pressed for time, I 
ask permission to examine them in the same order in which the 
author has presented his remarks. 

1. M. Claparede rather severely criticises the manner in which 
I have regarded the relations existing between the genera Nerine, 
Leucodore , Polydore, and Sjrio. As regards the last, there will 
be found in my book a short discussion, giving the reasons for 
its place among the incertce sedis. The second and third, which 
M. Claparede declares only form one genus* are certainly very 
distinct. The table itself indicates a character which appears to me 
to be very prominent, and which is in accordance with others. 

As to the approximation of Nerine and Leucodore, it is abso- 
lutely impossible for me to accept it. I have studied these two 
types in the living state, and they are completely different. The 
law of repetition of segments is very exactly observed in all the 
Nerinea ; it is very little followed in the Leucodorea. By itself 
this character justifies, in my eyes, the position which I have 
assigned to the two groups. There are plenty of other differ- 
ences which I cannot detail here; but this, it appears to me, 
suffices in any case to prevent the union of two such different 
types in the same family. Notwithstanding the high authority 
of Sars, I shall therefore persist in my opinion, and must beg 
my confreres to delay their judgment until they have before them 
the necessary evidence — that is to say, my book and my plates. 

2. Contrary to the opinion of M. Claparede, the Aonides , 
which I have been able to observe in the living and perfect state 
since the publication of my first note upon them, in the ( Magasin 
de Zoologie/ 1843, are very distinct from Nerine , although 
furnished with the large tentacles which appear to characterize 
the famity, and which alone may perhaps give them some resem- 
blance to the Leucodorea . 

3. I agree with M. Claparede in the objections which might 
be raised against the place which I assign to Tomopteris , and I 
have taken care to state this in my text. This position is pro- 
bably only provisional ; but in the present state of science I do 
not very well know where we can place these species, belonging 
to a type in the highest degree aberrant. Moreover, M. Clapa- 
rede in criticising my opinion, has not made known his own. 

4. M. Claparede attributes my uncertainty, and the course 
that I have frequently taken of putting a certain number of 
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genera among the incertce sedis, to an insufficient knowledge of the 
animals in question. I do not for a moment hesitate to admit 
the justice of this observation. When the zoological relations 
did not appear clear to me, I thought it my duty not to dissemble 
my doubts. Now this has frequently happened, as I have 
already stated, even with well-known species. In this case I have 
not placed them. With still better reason I have acted in the 
same way when it seemed to me that some important character 
was imperfectly described, or that its very existence was not per- 
fectly demonstrated. This is the case with the genus Zygolobus 
(Grube), which M. Claparede cites as a blameable example of my 
mode of acting. With me, as with him , this genus belongs in- 
contestably to the family of the Lumbrinerea. But my learned 
critic seems not to have remarked that, from the description of 
Grube, it appears to follow that here the feet are biramose {“Pinna 

lobis obtusis duobus, poster iore longiore, digitiformi ”). If 

this be the case, the genus Zygolobus would constitute a unique 
exception in the family, and among all the representatives of the 
Eunice type. Such a fact seems to me to require more exact 
details. Moreover Grube says nothing about the dorsal cirri, 
the presence or absence of which has served me for characterizing 
certain genera. For these two principal reasons I have left the 
genus Zygolobus among the incertce sedis, adding, “ I think this 
species requires to be reexamined.” But I have placed it in the 
family Lumbrinerea, where it will certainly remain. I think that 
in this way I have acted more wisely than if I had at once ad- 
mitted the existence of a Lumbrinerean with biramose feet, 
when it may very w r ell be that a simple transformation of one of 
the two cirri has produced the appearance indicated by Grube. 

From this example it will be seen what has been my mode of 
proceeding; and what I have just said may excuse me from 
dwelling upon some analogous criticisms addressed to me by my 
learned confrere. 

5. A little further on, M. Claparede says that one seems to 
remark, in my table, errors of synonymy combined with surprising 
approximations. He cites, as an example, that I have placed 
Spinther of Johnston among the incertce sedis of the family Chlo- 
rcemea, and Cryptonota (M. Claparede writes Cryptonotus ) of 
Stimpson also in the incertce sedis of the family Amphinomea. 
According to him, these two genera are synonymous. 

In this particular I can hardly understand the opinion put 
forth by M. Claparede. To unite Cryptonota and Spinther in a 
single genus seems to me to be impossible. Stimpson, in cha- 
racterizing the former, speaks of its branchice, adding that they 
are undoubtedly similar to those of Euphrusyne. Johnston does 
not even mention the word branchiae, and his figures present no 
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trace of such organs. The Cryptonota have the back covered 
with long sehe, which cross each other almost in the median 
line; the Spintheres , on the contrary, have the back entirely 
naked, ridged transversely by thirty little edges, roughened 
by bristles which scarcely pass beyond the surface of the skin — 
characters which are presented by some Chlorcemea. The feet 
are biramose in Cryptonota ; in Spinther they are uniramose. 
Far from presenting, in the latter, setm long and numerous 
enough to cover the entire back with the exception of a narrow 
median line, they have only short and straight setse; among 
these setae there are some which terminate in an appendage com- 
pletely resembling that of some Chlorcemea ; finally, they are 
coated with an albuminous matter as in the true Chlorcemea ; 
and this is a very exceptional character, of which Stimpson says 
nothing in connexion with his Cryptonota. 

These contrasts are sufficient, I think, to enable my readers 
to judge between M. Claparede and me. They have seen what 
is the opinion of my learned opponent. Mine may be summed 
up in few words. 

The Cryptonota are incontestably Amphinomea ; but is the 
genus to be retained or combined with Enphrosyne, which Stimp- 
son himself recognized as very nearly allied to it ? I cannot 
answer this question, for want of sufficient details. Stimpson 
states that he had only a single specimen of his C . citrina , and 
that he could not describe it with all the details desirable. I 
have therefore left the genus among the incertce sedis . 

To determine the position belonging to Spinther is by no 
means so easy. Johnston makes it an Aphroditean, although 
recognizing its want of the most essential characters of the 
family. Grube, although leaving it in that family, states that he 
thinks it more nearly allied to Amphinome or Siphostomum 
[Chlorcemea). Everything seems to me to be in favour of the 
latter collocation. Thus the form of the composite setie, the ex- 
istence of an apparently mucous matter on the feet, and the very 
short hairs with which the back is roughened, were three characters 
which at least established some relationship between this type 
and some Chlorcemea. But the exceptional form of the inferior 
appendages of the feet, and the absence of many details , prevented 
me from assigning it a place in the systematic series of the family. 
I therefore left it among the incertce sedis , whilst placing it in 
the group from which it appeared to me to depart the least. 

6. I believe I have justified my course in this particular case. 
Is this to say that I absolutely repel the charge of having com- 
mitted errors of synonymy? By no means. On the contrary, 
I have a too painful conviction that, in spite of all my efforts, 
more than one must have escaped me. I must here confine my- 
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self to an appeal for the indulgence of those of my brother natu- 
ralists who have essayed the difficult task of coordinating in a 
general work that immense mass of frequently very heteroge- 
neous materials which results from the isolated labour of a great 
number of naturalists. 

7. The observations addressed to me in a letter by M. Clajia- 
rede, and a rapid examination of his ‘Glanures/ had already called 
my attention to the family of the Capitellacea. The new facts 
which I thus learnt, and especially the positive confirmation of 
the position and nature of the branchiae, the absence of blood- 
vessels, &c., lead me to remove the Dasybranchi from the family 
Arenicolea , and to accept their collocation with the Capitellce and 
Notomasti. But can the family Capitellacea be at once placed in 
the systematic framework of the class ? Can we understand its 
affinities? M. Claparede tells us nothing on this subject; and, 
for my part, I do not believe we can. I shall therefore leave 
this singular family among the incertae sedis ; for I cannot yet 
form a distinct idea of its relations with the other groups, which 
is perhaps due to my not having myself studied any of its repre- 
sentatives. 

8. The family Syllidea has really engaged much of my atten- 
tion, as M. Claparede supposes. But during my visits to the 
sea-shore, I had scarcely ever looked at it from the point of view 
of a classification of the species. I merely studied in detail cer- 
tain types, especially from an anatomical point of view. The 
proof of this will, I hope, be found in my book. When I had 
to seek to unite all the species described by different authors, I 
found a great difficulty, which will be understood by every one 
who has attempted to do the same. The generic denominations, 
here more than elsewhere perhaps, were not founded upon any 
uniform rule ; the nature and the value of the characters adopted 
presented nothing fixed. I have sought to introduce as much 
precision as possible into their appreciation, and it is true that I 
have taken much trouble to find a method which enables the 
genera and species to be characterized without much trouble. I 
thought I had succeeded by distinguishing, as far as it could be 
done, the tentacles from the antennee and tentacular cirri , three 
sorts of appendages which have been habitually confounded, and 
then by ascribing a generic value to the number of these differ- 
ent appendages. The modifications of the foot have likewise 
furnished me with characters of the first importance. By thus 
adding fresh data to those already employed by my predecessors, 
I believe I have succeeded in preparing a very natural series, in 
which the new species may take their places without violence. 
The essays which I have had to make since the period (already 
distant) when this table was first prepared by me authorize me, 

Ann. § May. N. Hist. Ser. 3. Vol. xvii. 8 
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I think, to adhere to ray opinion. It is, however, very natural 
that M. Claparede should prefer the classification which he has 
published in his e Glanures.* When one has dwelt for a certain 
time upon a collection of ideas, such as that which is summarized 
in a classification, it is very difficult to substitute another sud- 
denly for it. I cannot but be in this position myself ; and our 
confrei'es alone can judge between us. 

It is certain that M. Claparede and myself have been guided 
by very different considerations in the establishment of our 
genera. I have generally confined myself to the employment, for 
their characterization, of considerations derived from the external 
forms. The only exception that I have made has been the ar- 
mature of the gizzard, to which I shall return presently. 

M. Claparede, on the contrary, has had recourse to various 
anatomical considerations, such as the length of the trunk, the 
absence or presence of the glands which I have called salivary 
glands, the armature of the pharynx , &e. He has even character- 
ized his genera by the mode of reproduction — that is to say, by 
essentially temporary physiological phenomena, which are con- 
sequently impossible to ascertain at certain seasons of the year. 
1 see serious inconveniences in this course. 

On the other hand, my honourable critic seems to me to have 
sometimes given too much importance to certain details in con- 
sidering them generic characters. Thus, in his opinion, the 
mode of union of the frontal lobes is a generic character. It 
seems to me to be only specific. I shall say as much, and with 
still more reason, of the following character ascribed to his genus 
Pterosyllis : — (char, emend.) “Ventral cirri pinniform, except 
those of the penultimate segments, which are moniliform P For 
my own part, I should not hesitate to arrange in the genus in 
question every Syllidian which had all the other characters of 
Pterosyllis, but of which the penultimate segment had a pinni- 
form ventral segment like the preceding ones. 

I know that criticism is easy ; and moreover, in this case, I am 
judge in my own cause. I would not, therefore, dwell too parti- 
cularly upon the present question. Nevetheless I believe I may 
indicate that my table gives prominence to a certain number of 
general results which do not appear to me to follow so clearly 
from M. Claparede's table. 1 think, moreover, that I can ad- 
duce a consideration which, I believe, would have been decisive 
for any naturalist placed in my position. 

M. Claparede in arranging his table has given his particular 
attention to the species which he knew thoroughly from having 
well studied them. For my part, I had to take into account all 
the species described by my various confreres, past or present. 
Now a very great number of these are known to us only by 
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summary descriptions and imperfect figures. If I bad attached 
as much importance as M. Claparede to the armature of the 
anterior portion of the trunk (pharynx) , I should have run the 
risk of not knowing where to place many species to which their 
external characters, as far as they arc known to us, allow a place 
to be assigned. Still more should I have found myself in this 
position if, like my honourable critic, I had placed the existence 
or absence of alternant genet'ations among the number of generic 
characters. 

9. I have yet another remark to make with regard to the 
observations of M. Claparede upon the Sy/lidea, The Genevese 
savant thinks that I have given the name of gizzard to the ante- 
rior region of the trunk ; but in this lie has mistaken me. With 
me, as with my predecessors and with M. Claparede himself, 
the gizzard is the median, inflated portion which is so charac- 
teristic in the Syllidea. The anterior portion I call the pharynx 
or the pharyngeal region. It is the armature of the gizzard, a 
region of the trunk which is here almost constantly unarmed, 
that it has seemed to me useful to introduce into the list of cha- 
racters. As to the denticles , styles, See., which so frequently 
arm the pharynx, I have mentioned them in the description of 
the species, but could not ascribe to them the same value as 
M. Claparede, for the reason just indicated. 

However, if I had been placed in the same position as M. 
Claparede, I should perhaps the more easily have been led to 
ascribe a value to the pharyngeal armature, which will probably 
be conferred upon it hereafter, as this armature itself appears 
to me something very exceptional. Upon this point, again, I 
regret that I cannot agree with my learned confrere . Indeed, in 
his ‘ Glanures/ to justify the importance which he attaches to 
this character, M. Claparede adds, “ In this I only follow the 
rule generally applied in the other families of Annclides, in 
which the pharyngeal armature is regarded as of great value 
even as a generic character.” 

These expressions evidently suppose that the armature in 
question is situated in the same region of the trunk in the Syl- 
lidca and in the Nereides or Eunice. Now it is impossible for 
me to accept this conclusion, so far as it relates to the styles and 
denticles which arm the anterior portion of the trunk of the 
Syllidea. It is evident that they cannot be the representatives 
of the jaws placed in the median region of the trunk in the Ne- 
reides and Eunice. 

The distinction which I here establish between the different 
regions of the trunk is by no means artificial. I may refer to 
the fact that it rests not only upon the general form of the 
organ, the distribution of the muscular masses, &c., but also 

8 * 
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upon a minute investigation of the nervous system in the Nereides 
and allied genera*. 

What the Syllidea present which is very remarkable from the 
point of view here under consideration is, that in them the arma- 
ture usually belongs precisely to a portion of the trunk which 
is unarmed almost everywhere else, and that the median portion , 
the essentially dentary portion in the best-armed Annelides, is, 
on the contrary, unarmed in them, with the exception of the few 
species indicated in my table. 

10. Moreover, and I have taken care to insist upon this con- 
sideration in my general remarks on the family Syllidea , my work 
relative to this group can only be regarded as provisional on 
many points. We have here a complete little special world, in 
which the variability of characters increases more than anywhere 
else, which appears to obey certain physiological laws which 
manifest themselves very rarely in the class, and always in very 
small species and in groups which are exceptional in other 
respects, — distinction of sexes, yeneayenesis. I long for the 
moment when some naturalist will make a special study of this 
little world; and notwithstanding what M. Claparede has lately 
written to me, I like to hope that he will fulfil this difficult task, 
for which no living naturalist appears to me so well qualified as 
the author of the c Beobachtungen ; and c Glanures/ 

11. I have still to reply to a serious observation of my learned 
critic. M. Claparede thinks that I have retained with the same 
value all the genera the representatives of which have been for 
some years recognized as being only different forms of one and 
the same species. The perusal of my book will absolve me on 
this point. I have taken account of all the discoveries of this 
kind known to me, and especially of the work of A. Agassiz upon 
Autolytus', but I did not think it was yet time to come to a 
conclusion. We have here (at least in my opinion) an entire 
series of facts which science has only as yet touched upon, and 
which still require numerous and probably patient investiga- 
tion. I have my doubts as to some of the results announced 
with most certainty ; but even if all that has been said upon 
this subject were correct, this all is still very little. It therefore 
appeared to me to be wiser to postpone conclusions which facts 
may contradict to-morrow; and I have accordingly, in general, 
left these genera among the incertce sedis and in the quality of 
mere indications, as several of them will no doubt have to dis- 
appear, while some will perhaps remain to science. 

12. But I have not, as M. Claparede thinks, gone so far as 
to place one form in one family, and another form of the same 

* “Memoire sur le systeme nerveux des Annelides ” (Ann. dcs Sci. Nat. 
3 e ser. tome ix.). 
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species in another family. The example cited by the Genevese 
savant, that of Tetraglenc and Psendosyllis, is due to a misun- 
derstanding easy to explain. 

Grube bad described in the same work, and figured on the 
same plate, the asexual and sexual forms of a Syllidean. To 
the former be gave the name of Pscudosyllis, to the second that 
of Tetraglene. Ehlers, justly uniting the two forms under a 
common name, chose the expression Tetraglene. I have acted 
like him. The nam e Pseudosyllis consequently remained unem- 
ployed, and, as I thought it a very good one, I applied it to a 
small genus, not indeed of Siyllidea , but of Hesionea. 

This is what has caused a misunderstanding between M. Cla- 
parede and myself, for which my honourable confrere has already 
testified his regret. Perhaps 1 might be reproached for having- 
adopted a name proposed by another author, giving it a new 
signification. If this is an error, I have fallen into it more than 
once in my book. He who passes in review the whole of a tota- 
lity of works frequently has, by this means, data which were 
wanting to the authors of isolated researches ; he looks at many 
questions from a different point of view. The characterization, 
the limitation, and the distribution of genera sometimes seem 
to him to require some modifications. Shall he therefore pro- 
ceed to abolish the names proposed by his, fellow labourers ? I 
have not thought it necessary to act thus. As far as possible, 
I have retained the old denominations, and I have avoided intro- 
ducing new ones. A few words of explanation suffice in such 
cases to prevent confusion. In the present ease mistake was 
less to be dreaded, it seems to me, as two different families were 
in question, and, apart from all other indications, the biramose 
feet and the number of eight antennae indicated in the table would 
forbid any one to suppose that I meant to speak of Pseudosyllis, 
Grube, which has the feet uniramose and only three antennae 
on the head. 

13. M. Claparede calls attention to the fact that the genus 
Ileterosyllis figures twice in my table. To complete his obser- 
vation, he might have added that the genus Pterosyllis is not 
named. This is the double result of a printer's error, which I 
should have avoided by correcting my proofs better, but which, 
fortunately, does not recur in the table forming part of my 
book. 

14. The observations of M. Claparede relate principally to 
the Annelides; he says but little of my table of the Gephyrea, 
and confines himself to the assertion of an opinion which is not 
well founded. I thought it right to suppress as a genus the 
group Phascolosoma , as to the characters of which authors did 
not seem to me to be agreed (see, among others, the works of 
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Leuckart, Alder, Diesing, and Keferstein) ; but I have distributed 
its species in the sections of the great genus Sipunculus. I 
admit, however, that the latter must be sooner or later broken 
up ; but, in the present state of science, I do not yet know exactly 
what organs would furnish readily appreciable characters for 
this division. This is the smallest portion of the task which I 
leave for my successors. 


XIV. — A Synopsis of the Species of the Genus Collocalia, with 

Desc?'iptions of new Species . By George Robert Gray, 
F.R.S., F.L.S. &c. 

The object of this synopsis is to exhibit the number of the 
species at present known, and at the same time to show their 
relative position in a geographical point of view. 

a. Malay Group. India. 

Collocalia nidifica . 

Hirundo esculenta (Osbeck?), Ilorsf. 

fuciphaga , Tliuiib. 

esculenta , var.. Lath. 

Collocalia nidifica, G. R. Gr. 

fuciphaga , Bp. 

Top of head, wings, and tail greenish metallic fuscous black ; 
back deep bronzy brown, slightly lighter on rump ; beneath the 
body and sides of the neck brownish mouse-colour, tinted with 
rusty ; tail rather forked, and immaculate. 

Length 4" 10 ,,f , wings 4 11 9 m } tail 2 11 3 ,;/ . 

Java, Sumatra, and other islands of the Eastern Archipelago. 

It is probably the nest of this species that was noticed by 
Bontius in 1568, Krempfer in 1712, Osbeck in 1750, and 
Hoogman in 1780, as it is much employed for culinary purposes. 

Var. a. With the rump of a lighter colour ; beneath the body 
greyish mouse-colour. 

Length 5 W , wings 4” &" to 4" 9"', tail 2" 3 m . 

Hirundo brevirostris , M'Clell. 

unicolor , Jerd. 

Cypselus unicolor, Jerd. 

con color, Bl. 

Cotyle brevirostris, Boie. 

concolor, Boie. 

Collocalia brevirostris , Strickl. 

nidifica, p., Bl. 

fuciphaga, p.. Bp. 

Neilgherries, Himalaya, Sikkim, Assam, Ceylon, and western 
coast of the Indian peninsula, &c. 


